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Teaching as a Design Process: A Framework for Design-based Research in 
Engineering Education	
  

Motivation & Background	
  

Framing teaching as a design process, Laurillard explains how teaching is more like engineering 
than science1. She uses this metaphor to explain that it is less like hypothesis testing and 
manipulation of controlled conditions than it is like working to design solutions for problems 
within the constraints and affordances of human environments. Additional authors have 
characterized engineering as “design under constraints.” (p. 7) 2,3  She selected this metaphor for 
teaching to provoke a discussion in the space of instructional technology, but it is appropriate to 
a discussion of teaching even without technology. Expanding on this sense of teaching as a 
design process with constraints, we can consider design-based research as a framework for 
organizing research studies in engineering education. There have been relatively few studies in 
engineering education that characterize themselves as design research studies, but it is an 
expanding framework within the education research community broadly4,5. This paper uses one 
small-scale, design-based research study of faculty development to explain the principles and 
practices that can make up a design-based research study of teaching and learning. Design plays 
a role at two levels in the process. At the first level, instructors are designing new teaching 
strategies. At the second level, the researchers are designing a model for teaching development 
for faculty. In addition, how does conceptualizing teaching as a design process inform a teaching 
development model for instructors?	
  

Literature Review	
  

We build in this project on other frameworks for research in education that examine how 
educational products (e.g., curriculum) or processes are designed for the classroom. In many of 
these cases, there are models, resources or tools being designed to support teaching and learning. 
For example, in research about the design of curriculum, Clements describes multiple stages in 
the life of the materials from the ideal curriculum to the planned curriculum to the implemented 
curriculum and the learned curriculum6. Each of these phases is a part of the research and design 
process for curriculum as it is created and used in classrooms. In a similar vein, Kelly examines 
the use of design-based research in education by describing an example of research-based 
software development in mathematics education and points to ways engineering education 
research could adopt design research methodologies5 for iteratively creating and testing 
innovative teaching methods.	
  

Design has been used in engineering education primarily from the point of view of developing 
students’ abilities as designers and considering their use of design processes in learning to be 
engineers 7 or from the perspective of design professionals8. We use “design research” in this 
context to mean not the study of design professionals or investigating students’ design process, 
but rather as a theoretical and methodological framework for education research4,5,9–12. Defined 
broadly, design research is a framework to examine the design and development of innovations 
or models focusing both on understanding the process of decision-making that results in the 
design and the impact of the design. Early examples of design research in the 1990s (more often 
called design experiments13,14 at that time) consider how to conduct research with children in the 
classroom instead of more controlled, experimental settings such as laboratories13. Throughout 
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the 2000s, a few volumes15–17 and papers appeared which broadened the range of examples of 
design research and examined its application to other settings such as learning technologies9,18,19.  

Anderson and Shattuck4 explain a few defining characteristics of design-based research 
including being situated in the educational context, focusing on the iterative design of an 
intervention, connections to design principles, and collaboration between researchers and 
practitioners. Penuel, Fishman, Cheng and Sabelli12 frame design research as a method for 
creating sustainable change in education contexts. A defining feature of design research is 
documentation of iterative cycles of model design5,9. In some reports of design research, the 
investigators include explanation of the revisions made to their design over time grounding those 
revisions in both theoretical implications and results of data collection and analysis cycles9,18,20. 
In our case, the model under design is a teaching development group model used to increase the 
successful implementation of interactive teaching strategies. Our goal with the teaching 
development model was to create a sustainable model for teaching development. The cycles of 
design integrate theory about the context (in this case, teaching and learning) and respond to the 
constraints of the context for implementation. 	
  

A second feature of design research in education relevant to our study is the focus on elaborating 
design principles. Collins, Joseph and Bielaczyc describe two studies that are grounded in design 
principles for creating learning environments19. As stated by Anderson and Shattuck, “Designs 
evolve from and lead to the development of practical design principles, patterns, and/or grounded 
theorizing.” (p. 17)4. This focuses the work on principles that form a sharable model and create a 
tool that can be adapted and transferred to other contexts. As an example, the six principles for 
model-eliciting activities21,22 were created by teachers who wanted to develop thought-revealing 
activities for students and now the principles are used to guide task design in engineering 
education settings K-1622. So, while an individual model-eliciting activity may be designed for 
one particular classroom or school, the principles for design are transferable to other settings 
where tasks are needed. In our case, we began with a few guiding principles that emerged from 
our review of literature and experience with teaching, and then refined and added principles as 
the teaching development project proceeded. Additional examples from engineering education 
focus on designing learning environments or other activities for students20,23.	
  

Consistent with recommendations for design research to bridge theory and practice, the 
principles in our project attempt to bridge a gap between research-based practices for teaching 
and implementation in classrooms by defining a teaching development model for faculty 
members. Jamieson and Lohmann propose that research projects in education need to create 
connections between research results and the concerns of instructors in the classroom24. Others 
have pointed to the need for changes in professional development for engineering educators in 
order to increase the connections between research-based teaching practices and classroom 
use25,26. There are a multitude of practical questions faculty have about incorporating such 
interactive teaching strategies  (e.g., whether to grade or assess student work? what kinds of tasks 
are useful?). Our professional development model could be characterized as a professional 
learning community27. Borrowing from K-12 models for teacher professional development that 
emphasize the need for ongoing, sustained professional development opportunities for teachers 
in order to have impact on practice28, we adopted a strategy similar to a professional learning 
community model that is gaining in popularity in other engineering education projects29,30. In this 
type of development, instructors work in a small group during the academic year to have a 
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regular time for discussion of teaching practice. Our project tested and developed design 
principles for such learning communities for higher education faculty in STEM disciplines. For 
example, from the start, using small groups that would be sustained over at least one academic 
year was a critical principle for guiding the work31,32. 	
  

Methodology	
  

Because we have framed the project as a design research study, we are adapting reporting 
categories based on the recommendations of Collins, Joseph and Bielaczyc: Goals, Settings, 
Description of Each Phase, Outcomes, and Lessons Learned (p. 38-39)19.  

Goals 

The overarching goal of the project was to encourage more interactive teaching methods (e.g., 
in-class formative assessment, in-class problems) to be used in engineering courses. In order to 
support instructors in learning about new teaching strategies and then implementing them in their 
classes, we created teaching development groups guided by a few principles: small groups, 
sustained interaction and supporting small changes. We have discussed these in more detail 
elsewhere. From the start of the project, they served to support a structure in which small 
numbers of faculty could discuss teaching and try new strategies. Part of our objective as a 
design research project was to continue to examine and refine them over time by responding to 
practical considerations and the need for a sustainable model33. There are a wide range of efforts 
that serve to increase awareness, but we added the need to use new teaching methods in 
conjunction with learning about them. 

Descriptions of Each Phase 

In the first phase, the group leaders formed a teaching development group of their own, and we 
met in monthly phone conferences to discuss their progress using interactive teaching methods in 
their own classes. Group leaders were selected because we knew they were interested in 
interactive teaching strategies and were interested in continuous improvement of their teaching. 
In the second phase, the group leaders formed a teaching development group of their own for a 
year before facilitating groups at their own institutions. Four teaching design groups, each 
composed of 4-7 instructors, met regularly over the course of an academic year. The instructors 
were primarily from engineering but some groups included other STEM instructors (including 
graduate students).  

Throughout the project, we collected meeting notes for each phone conference with the group 
leaders. Later in the project, we collected group leader reflections and participant surveys in 
order to document the design and implementation of the faculty teaching design groups. In this 
paper, we focus on the group leader reflections and discussion at the final meeting to discuss the 
design process as observed in the groups. Each group leader wrote a narrative about their group 
responding to a short set of prompting questions about group composition, challenges of the 
group, and structuring of the group. These narratives were written during the final meeting and 
discussed as a group to ensure they reflected each group’s story accurately and comprehensively. 
To explore the design process, we also include the case of one instructor who participated in the 
groups and who is a co-author on the paper. Craig’s case is presented in narrative analysis based 
on our conversations with over the last few years and a formal, semi-structured interview34. The 
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analysis of the data was conducted using organizational coding first followed by theoretical 
coding to understand the elements of a teaching design process35.	
  

Results and Outcomes	
  

Design Cycle for Teaching with New Strategies	
  

Consistent with a design process metaphor, the group leaders reported on three distinct phases in 
their participants' work to try new teaching strategies: planning, implementation, and reflection. 
These phases emerged as names for the process as experienced by the group leaders and were 
named as such as substantive categories that reflect the beliefs and understandings of the 
participants in the project35. While design is a more complex process than what is captured by 
these three overarching phases, the design process often includes at least these three with 
differences and interpretations that may vary by context8. Planning, in our case includes how 
instructors consider the content, pedagogy, constraints, students’ needs, and their objectives for 
the class. We use it broadly to include both how they plan even before a class begins and smaller 
cycles of planning within the semester as they make adjustments to teaching. Then, the 
implementation phase is how the strategies play out in the classroom. These first two stages 
parallel what Clements refers to as the “intended curriculum” or “planned curriculum” and the 
“implemented curriculum” 6. Broadly, these terms refer to what the instructor planned to do in 
the classroom and intended to have happen. In the next phase, the implemented curriculum is 
what then actually plays out. Finally, there is a reflection phase in which the instructor considers 
what happened, how it met the objectives for the teaching strategy, and what needs to be changed 
for the next implementation. The process of designing teaching then, requires reflective practice 
to use what was learned or gathered in teaching to then inform future teaching25,36.  	
  

The design cycle, as constructed by the group leaders, seemed to occur on a semester-to-semester 
(or quarter-to-quarter) basis where one semester was for planning, the next semester was for 
implementation, and the subsequent semester was for reflection. However, we can also see how 
these three phases could occur within one semester from class session to class session. For 
example, cycles of re-design happen when an in-class problem takes longer in class than 
expected or students have unexpected questions about the material. The instructor must make 
changes on-the-fly or adapt the next class session. Also, there is overlap between reflecting about 
the previous semester or class session while planning for the next one.	
  

The Case of Craig	
  

Craig’s teaching story is used as a case in this paper about how the design process for teaching 
evolves over time and how an instructor makes changes over time based on an interaction 
between needs, concerns, and constraints while going through each phase of the design cycle 
(planning, implementation, reflection) with the support of a teaching development group. Over 
the past few years and supported by his colleagues in electrical and computer engineering, he has 
been slowly making changes in his teaching.  A year before the grant began, an informal reading 
group in the department formed to discuss How Learning Works37. When we first met Craig and 
he joined the book discussion group, he was a traditional instructor and relied almost exclusively 
on lecturing to the students in his classes. He lectured from PowerPoint slides and his main 
concern in early conversations was "covering the content" and how he could get through the 
material for students during the lecture. He spent a lot of time preparing his lectures and working 
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to ensure they were clear and comprehensive. Coverage was a strong concern for him, but he 
also felt pressured for time to "cover" everything he needed to go over for his teaching. 	
  
	
  
Incorporating In-class Problems Over Multiple Semesters	
  
	
  
Then, when the grant project began, he was invited to participate in the small teaching 
development group that formed in his department. His group consisted of other engineering 
faculty discussing their teaching. They had varied experience using interactive teaching 
strategies. Some were new to using formative assessment and some had been using in-class 
problems for a long time. In our interview, he stated that conversations with other faculty and a 
friend who taught high school physics “made me aware that simply lecturing to students, while it 
made me feel good about what I was able to cover and accomplish and the structure I was able to 
bring, maybe wasn't the right way to go about teaching and I had to step back and consider what 
the point of teaching was. It wasn't about what I could convey to them so much as what they 
could learn in the classroom so that's when our conversations started to revolve around what we 
could do in our classrooms to improve the learning.” At the time, he also learned about an 
iClicker system that faculty in the sciences were using in their classrooms to ask students 
questions and get responses immediately in class. The instructors he observed were asking 1-2 
questions for feedback during each class.  He thought this might be a way to engage the students 
more in the lectures and help them learn more effectively. Given his concerns for increasing their 
engagement in class and shifting away from just conveying the content, he began to plan how he 
would incorporate more in-class exercises in his class sessions.	
  
	
  
While still participating in the teaching development group, he began using more problems in 
class. In the implementation phase, he would lecture for a little bit and then ask a question or two 
for students to think about what had been taught. Then, he repeated this cycle over and over 
during the class session. A challenge that emerged was that when the students were finishing the 
problems at different rates. He was concerned that some students were waiting while the rest of 
the class was finishing. In addition, he also found himself not finishing his lectures and needing 
to tell the students to read the rest of the slides on their own. He was beginning to see a conflict 
between his goal to cover the content and his goal to break up the lectures in order to have more 
student engagement. To address this, his plan for the upcoming semester is to lecture briefly at 
the beginning of class (about 15 minutes) and leave the remainder of class for the students to 
work on problems in small groups or pairs. He described his goal for this technique as follows, 
“With the previous iteration of the class, I didn’t have an opportunity to go and address 
individual students because there was limited time and the rest of the students were waiting on 
those students so I had to move on to the newer material. I’m hoping that by covering everything 
at once and allowing the students that know or understand the material to move through the 
exercises on their own, I can now then address the portion of the class that needs help without 
feeling that I’m slowing everybody else down.” His goal is for the brief lecture to be an overview 
of the content and students will have access to the longer, more detailed lecture online to review 
independently.	
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Considering the Purpose	
  
	
  
Throughout the design iterations for his teaching, Craig repeatedly returned to and reconsidered 
the purpose for teaching and learning in designing the class. This is most evident in two 
epiphany moments that occurred along his movement from a primarily lecture-driven classroom 
to a problem-centered classroom described above. His first epiphany moment came when a 
student in class asked if he could post the slides for class earlier so she would have a chance to 
review the in-class problems before coming to class. His immediate thought when she asked was 
to say “no” because the goal was for the problems to be completed in class. However, he had a 
second thought, “I suddenly stopped and kind of chuckled to myself and said ‘no the actual 
purpose of the in-class exercises is to help them learn and if they want to learn independently, so 
much the better’. So, isn't that the point of this? Is to get them involved in their own education? It 
was at that point that I realized that sometimes you have to stop, and, while you think you have a 
reason for doing something, you have to think about what the real reason is for doing something. 
For the iclickers, I wanted the students to be engaged in class, but really the bigger purpose of 
the questions was to get them to think on their own and to get them actively involved in their 
education.” In this moment, he had to consider the larger objective for the in-class problems, 
students' learning. Throughout his design of in-class problems, he continually came back to 
considering teaching from the perspective of the learners' needs.	
  
	
  
In a second epiphany moment, after he had begun using the in-class problems, he came to a point 
where “…no matter what I tried to do, there's almost conflicting objectives, at least for me there 
was, it was the idea that to get the students more involved was important, to get them engaged, 
get them to learn and retain the information required some relinquishing of control of the class. 
But at the same time, I felt like there was a list of topics that had to be covered and I had to cover 
everything and I had to cover everything in nth order detail and the ability to do both became a 
major challenge for me.” The tension at this point was between two objectives: covering 
information and getting the students involved so they would learn what they needed to know. 
Eventually, he reached a point where he stated “I finally just realized there was no way I can 
effectively cover all this material in an hour and fifteen minutes and serve a purpose. Be useful.” 
He experimented during one class with pushing his slides off to the side (making them available 
to students for review later) and, as he called it, “adlibbing” from the whiteboard from a few 
topics. In a related epiphany, he realized he was regularly running out of time to cover all of his 
lecture material while balancing using the in-class problems so the students were reading the rest 
of the lecture independently anyway. He realized he could make the out-of-class lecture review 
part of the design of the class. The testing of an entirely new strategy and realizing the long 
lectures were no longer purposeful then prompted re-design of the whole class to having short 
overview lectures followed by in-class problems. 	
  
	
  
These two epiphany moments shape the design cycle for in-class problems by demonstrating 
how Craig was incorporating the theories about teaching and learning he was learning from his 
teaching development group with his experience as an instructor. He planned, implemented, and 
reflected about his new teaching strategies over time while returning throughout this process to 
the larger purpose of teaching - students' learning. This focus on purpose motivated 
modifications he made to his use of the in-class problems and iClicker questions. In addition, he 
was supported throughout by participation in a teaching development group and colleagues who 
provided feedback and advice.	
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Lessons Learned: Principles for Designing Teaching Development Groups	
  

Craig's refining of strategies for increasing student engagement in class was supported by his 
participation in a teaching development group. We have described aspects of the teaching 
development groups elsewhere31,32. The design principles that were both used to inform the 
teaching development groups and which emerged as critical characteristics for similar groups 
were refined over the three years of the project as the group leaders worked with their groups and 
as they reflected back on the experience in our final meeting where they wrote their narratives. 
Craig's story is an example of how the principles we used to create the teaching development 
groups were successful at supporting teaching change over time. The five principles that 
emerged from our final discussions with the group leaders were: small groups, small changes, 
structured, self-motivated, and sustainable. 	
  

The small groups aspect is consistent with other recommendations for professional development 
for teaching across K-12 and higher education. In previous work, we discussed how the small 
groups supported collaboration, feedback, and a developed a sense of community among 
participants. Then, to offer a sense of structure, we both asked the participants to engage in 
discussions about outside resources about teaching and learning and asked the participants to try 
a strategy in their classrooms. In Craig's case, as he learned more about the importance of student 
engagement in learning, he incorporated that goal into his teaching strategy. Combined with the 
expectations for participation, group leaders found it was important to schedule meetings for the 
semester ahead of time to provide a regular time for discussions and accountability for meeting. 
Also, for small changes, we did not expect large changes to teaching all at once. We provided a 
space in which small changes could be supported as initial steps and interaction with other 
instructors who were using more complex forms of student engagement (e.g., reading summaries 
for a graduate course, longer in-class, small group problem solving). This is consistent with 
recent recommendations for teaching change over time36. The self-motivation principle refers to 
the need for instructors to participate in a group from their own interest in working on their 
teaching and seeking out new strategies. For the group members to feel comfortable sharing and 
for their to be regular participation, the members must be their of their own choice and interest. 
Also, the changes they make need to be ones of their own choosing in order to increase their 
interest in making them work. Finally, all of the other principles in concert are designed to create 
a sustainable structure. Sustainability also comes in the form of each group responding to the 
current needs at their institution or department and creating a meeting structure that works for 
them. 	
  

Conclusions & Significance	
  

Design-based research in engineering education would seem to be a natural fit and could provide 
a framework for considering teaching as a design process. This could inform two types of 
education research endeavors. First, individual instructors engaged in a scholarship of teaching 
can think about how they design and document learning in their settings. The three design phases 
identified by our group leaders create a structure for analyzing the interaction between planned 
goals, objectives, and strategies and the implementation of those strategies. The reflection phase 
could include instructors examining data from their classrooms in order to develop a scholarship 
of teaching25. In our current project, some members of the group are beginning to engage in more 
formal data analysis and collection of data from their classrooms to inform their teaching and be 
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able to share results with other STEM faculty. Understanding teaching as a design process also 
emphasizes that in early stages of attempting new innovations, experimental methods may not be 
sensible until the relevant variables, characteristics and factors informing the implementation are 
understood more deeply. 	
  

Another arena for considering design-based research is in the incorporation of online tools and 
other technologies5,9. A result of such work can be more than understanding of what worked and 
for which students, but also creating design principles that can help other instructors successfully 
implement emerging technologies. Some of the instructors in our groups were using flipped 
classroom models. The outcome of these projects from a research standpoint can be not only 
what the students learned, but also an investigation of the design process. What did the instructor 
try and how did it meet the objectives of the instructor and the course? Why were certain 
decisions made about the design of the course? For faculty teaching development, a design 
metaphor emphasizes that teaching is inevitably a work in progress that is always changing and 
shifting depending on context, new innovations, changing requirements, and other constraints. In 
addition, faculty who may be new to teaching innovations can consider how to adjust practice 
within current contexts in a systematic but reasonable fashion. 

Acknowledgements 
 
This material is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under grant 
numbers 1347675 (EHR/DUE), 1037683 (ENG/EEC) and while Margret Hjalmarson was 
serving as a Program Officer in the Division of Research on Learning in Formal and Informal 
Settings. Any opinions, conclusions, findings or recommendations are those of the authors and 
do not necessarily represent the views of the National Science Foundation. 

	
  

	
  

References  

1. Laurillard, D. Teaching as a design science: Building pedagogical patterns for learning and technology. 
(Routledge, 2012). 

2. National Academy of Engineering. The Engineer of 2020: Visions of Engineering in the New Century. (The 
National Academies Press, 2004). 

3. Wulf, W. A. The urgency of engineering education reform. The Bridge 28, 4–8 (1998). 
4. Anderson, T. & Shattuck, J. Design-based research: A decade of progress in education research? Educ. Res. 41, 

16–25 (2012). 
5. Kelly, A. E. in Cambridge handbook of engineering education research (eds. Johri, A. & Olds, B. M.) 497–418 

(Cambridge University Press, 2014). 
6. Clements, D. H. Curriculum research: Toward a framework for ‘Research-based Curricula’. J. Res. Math. Educ. 

38, 35–70 (2007). 
7. Dym, C., Agogino, A., Eris, O., Frey, D. D. & Leifer, L. J. Engineering design thinking, teaching, and learning. 

J. Eng. Educ. 94, 103–120 (2005). 
8. Daly, S. R., Adams, R. S. & Bodner, G. M. What does it mean to design? A qualitative investigation of design 

professionals’ experiences. J. Eng. Educ. 101, 187–219 (2012). 
9. Bannan-Ritland, B. The Role of Design in Research: The Integrative Learning Design Framework. Educ. Res. 

32, 21 –24 (2003). 

P
age 26.1468.9



10. Kelly, A. E. in Educational design research (eds. van den Akker, J., Gravemeijer, K. & McKenney, S.) 107–
118 (Routledge, 2006). 

11. Hjalmarson, M. & Lesh, R. in Handbook of international research in mathematics education (ed. English, L.) 
520–534 (Routledge, 2008). 

12. Penuel, W. R., Fishman, B. J., Cheng, B. H. & Sabelli, N. Organizing research and development at the 
intersection of learning, implementation, and design. Educ. Res. 40, 331–337 (2011). 

13. Brown, A. L. Design Experiments: Theoretical and Methodological Challenges in Creating Complex 
Interventions in Classroom Settings. J. Learn. Sci. 2, 141–178 (1992). 

14. Collins, A. Toward a Design Science of Education. Technical Report No. 1. (1990). at 
<http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED326179> 

15. Kelly, A., Lesh, R. & Baek, J. Handbook of Design Research Methods in Education: Innovations in Science, 
Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics Learning and Teaching (Paperback). (Routledge, 2008). 

16. Van den Akker, J., Gravemeijer, K., McKenney, S. & Nieveen, N. Educational design research. (Routledge, 
2006). 

17. Reinking, D. & Bradley, B. A. Formative and Design Experiments: Approaches to Language and Literacy 
Research. (Teachers College Press, 2008). 

18. Cobb, P., Confrey, J., diSessa, A., Lehrer, R. & Schauble, L. Design Experiments in Educational Research. 
Educ. Res. 32, 9 –13 (2003). 

19. Collins, A., Joseph, D. & Bielaczyc, K. Design Research: Theoretical and Methodological Issues. J. Learn. Sci. 
13, 15–42 (2004). 

20. Newstetter, W. C. Designing Cognitive Apprenticeships for Biomedical Engineering. J. Eng. Educ. 94, 207–
213 (2005). 

21. Lesh, R., Hoover, M., Hole, B., Kelly, A. & Post, T. in Handbook of Research Design in Mathematics and 
Science Education 591–646 (Lawrence Erlbaum, 2000). 

22. Diefes-Dux, H., Hjalmarson, M., Miller, T. & Lesh, R. in Models and modeling in engineering education: 
Designing experiences for all students (eds. Zawojewski, J., Diefes-Dux, H. & Bowman, K.) 17–36 (Sense 
Publishers, 2008). 

23. Lin, J.-L., Imbertson, P. & Moore, T. J. Introducing an Instructional Model in Undergraduate Electric Power 
Energy Systems Curriculum-Part (I): Authoritative vs. Dialogic Discourse in Problem-Centered Learning. in 
Proceedings of the 120th ASEE Annual Conference (2013). 

24. Jamieson, L. & Lohmann, J. Creating a culture for scholarly and systematic innovation in engineering 
education: Ensuring U.S. engineering has the right people with the right talent for a global society. (American 
Society for Engineering Education, 2009). at 
<http://www.asee.org/about/board/committees/EEGE/upload/CCSSIEE_Phase1Report_June2009.pdf> 

25. Adams, R. S. & Felder, R. M. Reframing Professional Development: A Systems Approach to Preparing 
Engineering Educators to Educate Tomorrow’s Engineers. J. Eng. Educ. 97, 239–240 (2008). 

26. Felder, R. M., Brent, R. & Prince, M. J. Engineering Instructional Development: Programs, Best Practices, and 
Recommendations. J. Eng. Educ. 100, 89–122 (2011). 

27. Wenger, E. Communities of practice: Learning, meaning, and identity. (Cambridge University Press, 1999). 
28. Loucks-Horsley, S., Stiles, K. E., Mundry, S., Love, N. & Hewson, P. W. Designing professional development 

for teachers of science and mathematics. (Corwin Press, 2010). 
29. Anderson, O. S. & Finelli, C. J. A faculty learning community to improve teaching practices in large 

engineering courses: Lasting impacts. in (2014). 
30. Zemke, D. & Zemke, S. Using a community of practice to diffuse instructional improvements into the 

classroom. in (2014). 
31. Hjalmarson, M. & Nelson, J. K. Creating small interactive teaching groups. in Proceedings of the 121st ASEE 

Annual Conference (2014). 
32. Hjalmarson, M. et al. Developing interactive teaching strategies for electrical engineering faculty. in 

Proceedings of the American Society of Engineering Education Conference (2013). 
33. Walker, D. in Educational design research (eds. van den Akker, J., Gravemeijer, K., McKenney, S. 

& Nieveen, N.) 8–13 (Routledge, 2006). 
34. Merriam, S. B. Qualitative research and case study applications in education. (Jossey-Bass, 2001). 
35. Maxwell, J. A. Qualitative research design: An interactive approach. (Sage Publications, Inc, 2005). 
36. Kober, N. Reaching Students: What Research Says About Effective Instruction in Undergraduate 

Science and Engineering. (National Academies Press, 2015). at 

P
age 26.1468.10



<http://www.nap.edu/catalog/18687/reaching-students-what-research-says-about-effective-
instruction-in-undergraduate> 

37. Ambrose, S., Bridges, M. W., DiPietro, M., Lovett, M. C. & Norman, M. K. How learning works: 
Seven research-based principles for smart teaching. (Jossey-Bass, 2010). 

 
 

P
age 26.1468.11


